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' BUSING: IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL CHANGE IN URBAN AND RURAL AREAS e
"' ;. . R ) - B - M Y - . .

S

. 'Social change is basically the addition of traits or patterns to

hd

.o . :
. « T
. L RS ot ¢ el SR b et G« 38

- °

a culture, producing alterations in the social structure., Cultures are -
. \ e
changed. primarily in_two major ways; by diffusion (acquisition of traits

e or patterns from other cultures) and invention or disboVery of new BN

4 -

~

s cultural elements within the. society. » \ ” o

[
. 4

e The-transportation of'school children has been‘used to faCilitate ’

change in education.‘ A salient examplé was the rural school consolidation ,‘ o

. . -

- _movement in which mass pupiL transportation was "a skey element in bringing

~

", . about .sozial change (handerson and Gomez, 1975). However, the--fact-that

white pupils were ransported past black schools provides a dual per-

. o %,

- spective in which ‘tu. .2xamine the transportation of children. On the one '

-

’hand Busing was a tool of social change, on the other, it was a vehicle :

'fo_/societal stability--racial segregat}dn in schools. ST . 41 - T

* s l > - RIS
- The cufrent paramount issue in education is whether busing can be -

- . T

K , the social change element to take our society from separatism to integra- .

tion. Because the intermediary stage of desegregation has failed to " . ﬁ:

~

- R T
. . produce meaningful alterations &f the social structure .1t does. not - : »
gualify as social change. Indeed under the guise of desegregation,~
numerous vestigesnof separatist ideology and, practice have usually flourished.
The result of true socialqchange in education-wouldabe the presence of —' °
.schoc’l environments where all role incumbents would engage 4in the educa-

* .

R . tionaleprocess (e.g., socialization-training and selection—allocation)

without.the organization, resource allocation, task performance, add-out- _
> ? .. N . . . « . .

. s s
< . Comes being segregative or discrimjnatory... Hopefully, this:would result -° SRS

-

o ) “-\‘_\‘“‘—&J P . t
in quality education for all students. True social change roccirs With~—u:o fo e

» . . - . . . , %

£ ) - S . T -
- v N
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;integration because the racial social structure of schools 1, completely .
1

p

1

|

l
)

altcred. In effect, race wilI'not be a factor in role, statua, and achieve-' -

) 3

" ment attatned within schools and ultimately the society. . R

- - .
s Y - . .

v The intent of this’ paper is to examine busing as a tool of social change

»
~

in the alteration ef school structure from racial. segregation to racial inte-

R .

‘gration. Commentary yill be provided on the nexus:betweenwsocial change in N ‘
- S~

> ¥ T ) . J

education and«other asﬁects of society and the utilizationof busing as a. : ' 5\ -

- -'. ~

o toql of social change. Information will be. presented on schools in urban v
f”ﬁd(bétal areas status in regard to desegregation and integration. An impor-

tant perspective of this delineationis‘whether busing will facilitate social

.

change. To highlight conceptualization of social change as it relates to . -4

-

desegregation, integration and busing, time frame bharts will be presented.

» -

- . . - .
. , . . 1

Education and Social Chang_ S ! a . ’ . . o -

"'A’ N . A

Education EZE been charged with an énormous. task the integration of’ ~ o
- whites and blacks. This charge.is quite intricate and monumental in.that NG

- - ~ L

education is interwoven.with.all aspects of the social structure. Political,

e ® . , . 4+
-

"l religious, and family institutions are all related to education. Even more -~ '};

£Y

,cIearly interwoven to, education are the systems of social clasS“stratificatibn,

mobility, .and the opprotunity strycture (Brookover and Erickson, 1975) Essen—‘
o s .

tially, education is being asked to provide Ieadership ‘or change, while other

aspects of society are not reﬁdy for, that change. Olive Banks, (1968 217) N _.;: .

*

proVides theﬁfollowing excellent cfmmentary on this perspective. . . ‘ SET

™,
-

) -Te is-possiole\t t..at léast part of the problem lies o SR
in. the way the qu stion is framed. The -concept of edu— .o, ‘

the fact that the educational
gt,qf the society which. it is ) ’

,,ously complicated b

system is itself a pa
o ichanging.
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Busing} A Tool of Social Change

— \ - %

Factors in fhe emergence of busing for desegregation were indirect,.

' ‘.

i
!

Coleman 'Report, and direct Swann v. Charlotte-MecklenburgfBoard of~ T & :
Education. This is not intended to indicate that there were not other %

4 ~

,‘variaHles in operation. The above cited factors were~selected,because o .
they seemed to have the most impact on the emergence .of busing as'.a tool

of social change. The~Coleman Report was in effect a -research shbt" .o
heard throughout the ‘Unitéd States. Essentially, the meaning of "equality

” ’r

of educational opportunity" shifted its focus from'school inputg (economic

resources going into the school) to school outputs (achievement attained

. . e
oo

* as "results of .opportunity"). The key»pqint‘emtrapolated from the .Coleman

. -
- k]

. ' Seot . ..
repdrt was the beldef that integration wouldfiﬁcrease-mingrity student™ ° - ) -
‘ ) had A i v' N "‘" ' ’ \ -~
. -performancé. This stance Wwas firmly adhered to despite ecritieism from - - ' 2

- umerous social scientists,nho pointed out: the fallacy:of utilizing a’
Y

-
" -

cross-sectional survey to formulate causal inferences (Young and Bress, ’ t
9 - - » .
;9‘75) : - ] . . Iy - . (‘o_‘ . .) . . ) . . [
So” the Coleman Report indicated that daségregation was’ needed to ,:

T

. facilitate m1nor1ty student outputs,,which really meant in many school . -

e

. districts pupil reassignment. 'School attendande zones, residential segrega- :'

. \ ~ - L

tion,spatial segregation, and, the sacrosanct aura of the neighborhood\ _ .

.
~.,

school were some of the major problems that had to be resolved in order to T

“-bring about the school racial context described in the Coleman Report. ‘ g/i .
\ : . s S
Hence, indirectly thé Coleman Report called for a. tool which would pro- ~ | ;))/ -

. vide schools with a racial makeup conducxye to ogximum minority student ///
‘performance. u ’ oo T

« - . . . P . -
. . A .

In Swarirr v., Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education, the Supreme ' LY

Cour't sought tc eliminate the dual school system (de jure segregation) in

.
<

-

Q . ’ ' 5 ° Yy ] o o
. . - b B .
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Charlotte:aquth'Carolina. The court, ruled that raciai%y neutral schogl?

w

L 4 LY

reorganization 'flans may not bé enough Busing was approved as the most g e,
g P: y ugl- 51ng P > ¢ it

v

, .
wpm e aemmes mm e

efféétive mechanism to bring about désegreé%tibn (Wisdom, 1975:145)..* -

2

’ ' Therefore what the Cdleman Report alluded to,indirectly, the Swann de- , 'ﬁ

" cision was a direct edict ‘that busing was the tool needed to bring about . "!
. * ~ . ) e v ‘
- * » 0 » . . . H
. desegregation. ) . o . ) e
. . & : ;

. @ * -
Busing programs are somewhat

. N
»’ ’ «

ironic, because heretofore they were

utilized to .enhiance ségregation. Now the role was changed in minds of many

-
.
- ' ~

“patents from the "yellow savior! to the new "yellow peril", a new connota-
2 by . % < -
. . . L
. tion in American racism for the phrase so long used to stir anti-Oriental .
t « . * B ’ .
_fé@;ing. Therefore, busing ha$ been used both for socletal stablliza-

&
.

tion and now supposedly change. ..
> " o . i, &

s ~Toward Desegregation! Busing as a Mechanism

©

. . To further substantiate the possible value of Busing as a tool of

social change, Foster (1973) indicates the folléwing innovations have.

. ~ - »

» ' . . ‘L‘ -
been-used to desegregate schools: redrawing zone lines, pairing and group-
4 o : ] .

ing schools, ‘skip Zoning, site selectlon and construction policies, .
o S

~ * LI

optional zones,. open enrollment, majority to minority transfers, magnet
A ' &3 . . . .
J schools, special programs, metropolitan cooperation, and ppeq{housing. .

hd o

Ironically, most of these same techniques can also be used éb segregate

students, as igdeed they have been in some cases. However, all of the

above mechanisms have basically failed. The ‘maiw constraints have been
. . 3

the costs of desegregation (such as personnel retraining and transportation
- A :

expenses), neighborhood school mystique, and the ques}ion of academic

" [
’ .

achievement.

«

A particularly interesting point about ‘the consttaints mentioned

, - e
. ’
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<. above is the concern about academic aéhievement. Foster (1973 31) N ' 4
. ‘ - « ]

handles this issue most eloquently £3 the following statement. ' -
"One of the more interesting aspects of desegregation ,
i - research is that segregated’education was maintained .
. TE for decades with no insistence that its effectiveness
4 ' be proved desegregation, on the other’hand, is called )
* upon. to remedy. over__ght the damages of years of ! .
segregated schooling."
. De'segregation aléne should mot be viewed as a panacea® td ensure ghality

. education;: ‘Hoﬁever, desegregatign should 5§ viewed as a positive step
. ’ oo, . . . : . . 4
.- in the process toward chafiges in education that may result in quality

-

s ) education. Desegregation aiso.represedts a coumitment by our society)
. b A . n

-
" N . .

* that progress is being ‘made in providing justice and equality to all

. _ Americans \Foster,*1973:31). N

cr - . ' .

Busing and Desegregation in Urban Areas ) T ®

Busing hds a rather unique history‘whep urbdn areas are considered

by_reéionv Prior ta.the 1954 court decision, busing in non-Southern

\

- - o .
T “urban school districts, ih some instances, had been utilized to maintain ) ’

- . i) 4 -

LY ’ p- X

ségregation. Extensive use Was not necessary due to extensive residential -

\ Y. Y [} .

.segregation, which provided the non-Southérn justification of segregation -

'de facto conditions. On the vther hand Southern urban school districts '

", used transportaion of students via de jure justification to ensure

v ) " 3

segregation. After the Brown decision, school segregation in non§SOuthern

urban areas began to equal or surﬁass‘that"in Southern urban areas. This

+ -
. 3 \

resulted mainly from the eventually effective assault on Southern racism

by Northern libeﬁgis, while segregation, disguised under de facto ° 0 ‘

&

5 Ajustificatiouk reigned supreme in tha non—Southern urban areas.
What surfaces is that non-3outhern urban school districts for the
most part are now more successful in separdting students by race than Southern

- . v - * -
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[ ~

* « urban school districts. Ironically, Southern urban .districts which (~ . .

& _ v ~ ¢
ﬁpqmélly'utilized law to achieve segregation, have made considerable pro-
P W » . . e mmr——
gress to reverse their segregaﬁion\patﬁerns\though legal procesags? ¢
A / - - v L

- ’ N - .
Non=-Southern-urban school districts have avoided ekplicit laws and mainly

» R

e

-

) . \ 4
relied on residential segregation to .achieve racial igolation in scheols.

. \ v 1 * oL, .
:Courts have not arrested the problem of de facto segregation (Green, 1974:
T . ek hd

»

216=217). . | PO : L

. ., ™ Table I about here L
In ﬁacF, close'éxamination of Tablégf shbw§’most Southern ‘districts o
eipqrienced c;hsiderab;e deci;ne dfﬂéegregatign from 1967 to 1572\ JIn -

in segrégation were modest at best.

most non=-Southern districts, decreases
\ <

However, two exceptions were San Francisco and Denver, which sét up masgive
» N .
|

{

. St R . %
cross-busing programs under’ court .order. , :
2 i .

. The lack of, desegregation in non-Southern urban districts bases the .

. . \ e ‘
entire question of school desegregation on residential §egregati5n;& In .-
. e, . \\

. " g . ~ > S - \\‘ '

fact, the disoldation of blacks from whites is more complete in Northern N,

+

N . \ -
areas than ever was present in the South (Grodzins, 1958:5). Given the

emphasis ‘on residence as a rationalization for segregation, special note
L “- - - N x . L4

should be made of dev®ldpments in Southern urban areas. As cited above,.
. N ) . ’.e
with few exceptions, the South is the oniy‘apea where’ progress has been made

S .
L)

in school_desegregation. However, the séhool officials in Southern urbaq '

"~

areas, under pressure from parents and political forces, have begun to

ﬂ° " ~

b ' ’ "
utilize the de facto argument to resegregate schools. This trend is

especially important since "housing segreéation is growing fastest in

Southern cities (Weinberg, 1964:143)." "

& v -

<

PR,

2%
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@ in ﬁrban Areas \ . .o L

P

&

, Lot ‘3“'1@‘:“ L. . ¢ ' " ' i

4 v, )
Whether husing can bring about sociaiwchange is a large charge 1ndeed -

* 4 ~ AN Z? " . . N i

The outline of historical phases in segregation and desegregation and the ° L :

interfacing of education w1th'othq$ aspects of society make this task

- .
N »

© " . - <
;
1
|
|

extremely difficult¢in yrban areas, In fact, the open hostility of -, Lo

« . '
’ *

. families, religious groups, and politicians have been ioined by the ~°

. ’ ‘

U.S. Supreme_Court w1th the redent decisiou 1n the Bradley vs. Milliken
<5
‘ L]

Y case (Lindquist 1974° arid 1975). . ' . .

P .
* < . "
L .

,This decision was extremely important because it reversed the ruling\‘

| . of the Court of Appeals, which had affirmed Judge Roth of the Federal \\

! District Court that it was proper to consider a metropolitan-wide desegre-

.

gation‘plan. Judge Roth s ruling was based on ‘his determination that the

plaintiff s, allegations were indeed true that the Brown. decision had been

L ——

' violated by.confining black children to schools within the Detroif school

* .

* distriét. Roth's ruling on city-subiirban segregation was based on the
Sy § ) N .
follow1ng rationale

. . .
’ * 2 .

-

. ; ]
1. Detroit Board of Education through administrative procedures has **

contributed to continuing black and white pupils _in' racially
‘ [}

R

segrégated schools..

2. 'State of bﬁchigan via refus1ng to prov1de support for black o0

pupil transportation in Detroit while’ prov1d1ng it elsewhere

.
¥

: in the state was contributing to the continual existence of
* ©
\ < . . \

racially»identifiable schoolss

>
S

» ' »
Reversal of the.Bradleyivs. Milliken decision by the *Supreme Court was

.
> " 2 >

based on the following peints:




<A

1, The majority an{l the dissent agreed on the following: ,a clear A .

pattern of raciaI:separation of Detroit's ¢ity andathe suburban

.

,schoolg, “that thevStateof' Michigan and its agent, theABetroit T o
hanS ”° ? . .
Board of Educatiorn engaged in de.jure segregation. I v

- .-« ”

- -

2. In spite of the above areas-of agreement, the majority and dissent ~

- . »

AN disggreed on equity. Equity envolves how xemedies wduld be .

. formulated to bring relief from the condition of\segregation. ) l.;li,:
" The majority asserted’ that metropolitan remedy surpassed the - ¢ ) f ) %
. . Ve
. remedial powers- of federal courts. In effect a new lega1 rule °ﬁ§ ; é
— ; ] was formulated' absent an inten-district violation(there is, no |
basls for an inter—district remedy,* (Lindquist 1975),° . S - ﬁ

This judicial‘decision may beqome as meaningful ‘as Brown. The implied" .

new doctrine may become precedent and substantial}y'limit the amount of school . .

- . il - -

desegregation in urban areag’, None the less,. busing is absolhtely necessary,
r

: given ‘the residential patterns that are present in urban areas. Minus the

-

. utilization of busing, table 2 shows quite clearly the trend«of cities

. set by the Supreme Court decision is any 1nd1cation, busing only within city

\ .~
Y { R - ’

[N . ,}

3 o -
., bacoming increasingly b1ack with concomitant Tgsults in the schools as ) .
illustrated in table 3. v . )
i , ERE ..« Table 2 about here * : '
) e L - -oh ' < s
. . Table 3 about here . . -
X / 3 . M . . e * .

[N ‘.

Two school systems 'in urban areas will be present, -one white and one black,

[y

separated by sacrosanct school district boundary'lines. If .the.precedent

',\\

limits (school distriict boundaries in many urban areas)~along with—the' - - :’““““““_?
hodreguez”v. San Antonio decisiqn, (this permits spending differentials between .- i
quburbsvand cities) could be the conception of what Lindquist (1975._ 19)n) v ; .
calls-the ' 'separate and unequial" period in education.” ' \ .

3
i
H
i
!l
}
-
[}

[3 = . -
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The future of Southern school districts, wkose~boundaries are often co-

X LN . v . . . ‘.
T 'termious wi the qount',;ma onAtheASurface seem somewhat bri hter. However, .
{ L Y y g
3 . - T * » -

(’ with® the trend of increasing,res1dentia1 s*: gﬁegation in’ the South, many dis-

-

.o R kricts may opt for de.facfo rationalization rather than busing, which in turn
¢ -~ Py i . . ¢
. results in“school segregation. A new development that may be pivotalrto the
- -;,-—(‘ . . . -,‘ . . .
L v, aforementioned area of concern is the unanimous decision on April 20, 1976 by~

o L the Supreme Court. which allows the d1spersion of public housing into the suburbs.
f : - 7
Only time willrpermit an assessmentdof the ramifications of this decisiOn. wo?

« w, v

s R 0ther aspects that call in question whether social chanoe results from
;, + °~ -  busing is what happens after students get off the bus, ﬂeEailed explanation
. I. . 4 \ /— .
. . of these factors will be presented in the rural sector of this paper. Since

‘e h ~ l

MR qOunty—wide school districts are for the most part a Southern phenomena and N, .

) o7 R ..
. rur&l”school integratiin issues arg¢;asically'a Southern concern?_this dis- ',
. "\cussion seemed more’;;PrOEriate'under that sector. * ' ,-, ) o [
s : s . ) " o “" ‘” » ..' VT Q‘-"
. Busing and Désegregation in Rural Areas "o . - :' o e
. a0 .
Rural areas of this country have traditionally been Qictured as being some_.

A -

ceo T what conservative(in;many aspects of social life. In 11ght of _the initial and
. A8 Y ? « 1“

still somewhat mixed reactior to busing that began 1n conjunction with the‘consdk

.
. -

lidation of rurai schools (Henderson and Gomez, 19753; the emotiéns generated by

.o . ,' ’

»

_the use of busing as a mechanism for sch001 desegregation need no descriptiou.
M -:, P . 1 ‘ ?
“ Since desegregation in rural areas ‘was.for the most part a Southern phenomenon,

’ -

‘ the main roadblock was removed with the Brown decision'i— de’ jure segregation. .
’ e, —

The passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, was a s1gnificant factor .in the .
8

v . . °
.

cessation of segregation in rural schools. AlY aspects of the act were important,

' . . R

but certain parts were particularly germane to rural desegregation. 'Onevof these

< o

‘'was the providing of sanctions that couldabe used by federal authorities.

against a system attempting to maintain segregation. Additionally, tha
Attorney Géneral was giyen authority to proceed'legally against school‘systems
s g' . \- ' “ *

- ¢ ' .
> A ‘ Yo
i v T, . o
.
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not in'compiance with Title IV. Perhaps most important was the ?General Statement

N

Desegregation of Elementary and Secondary Schools," In effect, it specified -
N ' \ .

»

d,' the type of desegregation plans thdt were acceptable and timetables for sub-

- -

. . . .’.a\ . “
of Policies wunder Title VI of the Civil Rights act.of 1964 Respecting .

mission of plans and the date for elimination ,of segregated or dual school . .

¢ :
- \ .
systems. The Civil Rrghts Act of 1964 in conjunction with vigorous action

.

_in the courts, contributed to the rapid desegregation of rural schools. L

° The substantial success of deseg: egation in//owns and small-to—meqium

A v

"

L Y

«clties has been noted by Havighurst (19%7). ‘Goleman (1975) outlined

. o bl Q \‘
desegregation in rural areas in a more reﬁined manner with the following *-

statemerit: '

Thus policies o% reducing school segregation withi

\ * ‘
¢ N4 ; \ E )y s

. ' ‘districts wefe, enormously effective in small districts, » '
almosr wholly ineffective in the: largest districts,(more C o h

than 100 000 students), and\somewhat effective‘in districts F

" frdm 25,000 to 100,000 in size. o R .f/x .

Therefqre desegregation was in fact achieved in rural areas...Numerous,
o - R

A ]

 reasons can be formulated for the success in rural areas. The follgwing are R

selected because they seem germane to\%he thrust of this paper. ) e .
< T : Ca )’ |

«l.+ Rural areas had developed elaborate busing-systems after " -

- -

A ) consolidatiqp that were utilized for segregation. These same

. g . systems with route and’ pUpil assignment modifications were invaluable o
~ . . + © M
. s ~ on . .
" \\ . vfor desegregation. .ff - , o, .o
" . - > - .

2. Rural constituents who were for the ‘most part conservatiye and against “ ;',

desegregation also were ﬁundamentalist and tended to. follow .the lay. R

D L] e

S " This tendency was enhanced when elected federal and state officials
- P L] . -

+

-

. " . supported desegregation because it was the law of the land

J
. - . “ i‘
-
.
- . - , -
. . . .
. N s
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3. garents in.rurél areas, due to the sfiall size of the districts,

Ea R ]

PR } - do not feel:powerless or impotent in dealing with the school as
L : . :

s often the case in urban sthool distficts. Even though the

H

., wd . < - - . . L
. ' " school thé}r ¢hild attended was desegregated, imput .ipto school o ) .
. . éolicy\was not .considered a problem in rural akeas (Coleman, 1975).
4, Rural inhabitants were notxrigidly residentially segregated. ) o ,QNL*

) \Numerous white and plack chlldren had played togethér and parents v
Do - ) \ ’ -8
often engaged in informal and formal reIationships. Attendance at’

~

. separate sohools was/the-law and therefore followed. . The" advent of;
. * desegregation did not elicit emotional reactions of the same magni-.
. tude that was present in?the sectors of the ‘ountry where Tresidential E
N\ » - ~ .
. ~segfegation was a fact of life. The above explanation can”also_bef/‘
. . g 4 L, - N . o
interpreted in a fashion to substantiate how resistance to school

S [N . . :
. - . E] . . . - - o a

deseéregation could also result fron the same-.residential patterns. L

-

' prever,_rnrai whites tended*to be poor, realistic, and dutiful. They’ .

.o SEREPEE ’

, - never had the best of things and knew how to adapt when choices were few.z‘
P A -T o { ‘ B c
Prospects for the Future in Rural Areas e T N g : o

< i <
) N . o©

. ) - . e
- Assessing the extent -of rural schoof’desegregation at the quantitative - ...
o . i . . . -

lenel,.the situation looks quite encouraging. However qualitativelyfthe .
situatiqh is ,not as good as it seems at the aggregate level. The same type’

of "assessment can be made,about Southern urban schools and desegregated

2

northern schoolx Basically vestiges of de jure system are still 1n evidence.
“/ .

Smith and‘Grigg,(l974: 330-379), have compiled one of the most dbmglete outlines
_oh this phenomenon., - _ ,
’ 1. Black students still’ suffer handicaps such as lack of equal protection

. i of the law, inadequate transportation, and use of ability testing o )
’ P > 3 .

- -
“ . -

tp group students. . g 2N

’
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| 2. In many school systems, desegregation plans are outdated and in

¢

. many respects.ihadequate. © .

-

. . ’ . 12 3 i

P 3.. Desegregation is often present .at the student 1eve1, but is grossly. ;

- o . . .. ' ‘ T !
inadequate or_token ‘at best on the faculty level. A

- 4. Student unrest is qu1te preva;ent in the schools.. -

*

B ) The use of security guards #hd policemen in schools has deteriorated
rather than improved communication between the school and black

. 2 - . ’ . ° .
- « ‘ . . ’

community. - i

W

T

” ) ‘
. 5. The ﬁpushout_syndrome" is one obvious vestige of e jure conditions’

e . . Suspensioﬂ; expuiéioﬁ, aaa coerced efopping out 6f School by students

a . [y

” .. - '.is a widespread phenomenon.3-

h Y
T~ 6 To_éucceséfully.implément,desegregatiqd% leadership o )
. c:-.\\* R L, - ) . . p::‘. -
. - must coime from community-leaders, and school . officials. Other

- factors involve racial balance in schools, and'a sensitivity on o

<

+
3
-

.. 4_’ the part of all participants on mlnorlty as well as maJorlty

constituents concerns who are affected by the plan.

ERER "7. Ome t@sult‘of the use 6f ab111ty grouping is the placement of *
. b1ac£,student§ in one-race'classes. '(These classee often’rectesent,
P .
- ’ .the lower academic group‘) Othér factors that facilitate%school
racial isolation are as foll ws : (a) school racially imbalanced;

L (b) classroom placement based on testing, school personnel ‘recommendation,

) : or previous-performance; (c) classes set up for skill deficieit

. ¢ -

- enhancement; (d) student's selection of classes; (e) racial insensi-.

tivity; and (f) a possible overarchiné truism is that educators

g

. unprepared for black students opt for the easiest solution, separatidn

c¢f race and culture into groups which fit the preccnceived educable

P -

N ) . ideal and others.

ERI
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8. The counseler's role in this situation is an uneviable one, even. >

in the best situation. Course assignment of students and counseiing
for college represent the two main areas where major problems$ have

. surfaced in desegrated settings’™ - ’ ] .

w

9. The most callous symbol of white insénsitivity. to blacks is the
e . *

L e -

*EIBSihg;Bf schools for blacks. These schools, products of a

“a e - : . - . . .
.;dual system to begih with, were in most cases either inadequate or in

-
-

a 'place not suitable for a school. Therefore, with the advent of
- - . s, ’ ! «
desegregation, these edifices which had developed into focal points

of_thefﬁlack community, were eliminated. A crucial point is that

blacks had no part in Qhe,decision—makiné process in the building

.- 1 R
o of schools for blacks or in their closing,’ .

~ . i
PR > d M 1y
-

© .

. 10. Anofher.particdiary vexing result of deéegrggation is the-diéplacement/
. . ~ % e o Nt *

demotion of quﬁk principals. The same problem was also.present with

black athletic coaches in High schools. In some states even the

. - , \
-+  number of black teachers began to

-

decrease, especiélly.in rural areas.%
11." The advent of desegregation also prompted the opening of private

$égregated schools. This has proved to be one factor in the s

[

declining white gnrollment.! Even schools affiliated with religious
groups have opénly stated their schools are "oasis" .from desegregation.

12. Perhaps even more important is thé step, form desegregation to integration.

14

. In most desegregated school district§ the step has not been taken
) .

a

‘(Mércer, Coleman, and Harloe, 19743 274-329; Wolf and Simon, 1975; -

&, v

“and Orfield, 1975). "
L] ﬁ »
Just superficial examination of the above points illustrate very clearly

that the,desegregation success from the numerical perspective léaves a 16t
to be desired at the operational level, especially if you are black. Please- -
o N .

. - 7 . A\] ~ -
keep in mind that)all desegregated schools do not fit the model described

. - 1b
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above. In fact, desegregation has been a success in some sch0013o Ra%ionale

. for the above discuss1on part1allygresides in the fact that schools in which
. ;-
desegregation_is a success, (integration), are the exception not the norm.
- . - t ~

y Social’ Change, Desegregation and Busingf A Realistic Appraiéal

Examination of the.plethora of .issues and developments in education From -

-

the end of the Civil War to Plessy v. Ferguson t¢ Brown v, Board of Education

5

4

. , . . - 3
of Topeka .to Bradley v, Milliken by lay and many learned observers would

probably conclude that social change has occurred., This kind of summative B

~

1
- o

’, - - . ’ f > '
appraisal precludess taking into account fhat schdol desegregation was supposed o

to bring’ about integration.- Basically, the "integration hypothesis" assumed i
4 A e a

.. Lo . L)
) * that improvements in black motivation,” academic performance, and self~conception

B . .
— . «

would résult: The second part of the hypothesis was that race relations would

e N

- . N 5
be in roved based on assumption of the "contact theory". The assumption .
p P yo., P

- o
being -that after different’ groups of people are brought ‘together and 1nteract

v

w

with "equal status", the post interaction relationships will be.improved

. over the‘prerinteraction relationships (Yaung and Bress, 1975' Allport; 1954).

‘Given the 1nformation presented 1n ‘this paper and-the excellent review of school

'desegregation by Nancy St. John (1975), neither of these two goals has been

realized. ce : ° ,
ST Lo .

What has been accomplished, mainly in the urban South and rural areas, ~
1 %

’ - - ®
* 1is desegregation, which is a process of relocating children to obtain racial
balancet Whereas integration, which is students, Parents, and teachers. interacting
, e s ) .
wichin the school env1ronment to enhance the development of rofes, statuses, .

and achievements that are equitable to all.has not been realized.

4

The content of this paper 1llustrated the minimal progress toward school

) —_ s

desegregation in some sectors of”the country andﬁhﬂ almost complete absence of

Kl . v o
SN

<

integration. To fully capture the dynamicsPof‘desegregation, integration,

T f .
- e
. {. > . .
C - ’ B - 6 - " ’ ‘

~
. . .
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p‘h -

and sociél change, time frame analysis, a technidue‘extrapolatgd‘from'Gorman

each function as espoused by Spady (1974:36-77) are as follows:

(1971:87-94) will be utilized. - An integral~part'of the charts developed : .

will be the functiofns.of American schools as identified bf Spady (1974:36—77}.

These components should be scrutinized since changes in them may briné about
subsequent #lterations in the racial structure of scheols?and perhaps ulti-
% > " .
. i ! -
mately the society. To enhance examination of the charts, brief exposes of
oc 3 ! . ’

-

¢ »

1. The most general and primary function of the school is instruction.
. L] » : :
Instruction is thé systematic attempt of school personnel to pro-

vide activities that will enable students to increase their

~ -

Fl

- ¢

JAinformation base and'cognitivejskﬂlls. This would ipclqﬂe.develop—

.- L 5 “ »

- » 7

ment of 2ll ﬁhe basic skills which are c6nsid§rgdvpart of any

schoel curriculum and numerous ‘othér ideologies, walues, and so

- .
.
! » .

. - 4 ’
. on which are considered part of Amerfican society, .- L

@ ~ o~

2. Socialization is the'fundamentél goal of the school. In fact,

[ P

I4

ingtf&ction is a sub-set of the sociinzation mission of the school.
L 4
It is only through acqu{sition d% Ehe'prqur attitudes,lbalugs,
,‘ beliéféﬂaﬂd expectafions that the skills aéﬁuired or en?anced‘via.
instruction are éble‘tﬁ“be‘utilized in’ a 'socially acceptable Qayn— -
In short, socialization attaches appropriate .cultural significance C
pan# utilization to.the outputs that resﬁlt from in%ﬁruétion. ' .
3. A particularly problematic’ function of scﬁools ;é custody-control.

X Y . .

Schools are charged with the task of irstruction up to a certain
. . . .

age regardless of the sppdéntsw desire to participate. This places
schools and students in a situation wherée néither has a viable option.-

) \ * N . . .
The subsequent effect is that both the school staff and students are

.

.engaged in interactions which have @ profound effect on instruction.

?

In fact, the emphasis is often on gtudent control rather than instruction.

17 >




.
% L2 . s..\:

. . 5 T
 Therefore control inh many, situations is the end product of school

- - ’-Q

activities rather than the/means- to an end, instruction.

&, Certification supposedly repres%nts that a student has obtained

R
N - %
.

- 'minimal proficiencies in the required curriculum. In many instances, o
. , - this purported 1eve1 of skill attainment is not present. . However, »

_the utilitarian value of a diploma cannot be questioned. Asdiploma’
£

) ' .

is analagous to a “union card"; it usually opens employment doors-

) -
- 2 ~ - B

it often determinesinitial position or rank' -and it may be a factor ':”

- ’
v Ja .
v < . 3

in determinina salary. : : - . - T e

-

- - N - . .

5. The se1ection function of schogls has an affect on life chances'and. ' T

N3 hd
o - - - -

learning opportunities of.students in two ways. .First“ 1nt rnal S

selection 1nvolves access- to educational programs -due to tracking.

-

.Second, externaI'selection may result due to differential evaluation .

.

w4nd grading of students in similar programs with the same certification. ee -

he o P -

0u£side~agenc1es and schools will select those students who are most
- ‘e qualifiedéfrom the group of studentslwho received diplomas.

° - + _*'t | .

« L}

. -~

y et At ~ .

. The time periods.utiliied in the charts were extripolated from Mercer,
Coleman, and Harloe (1974‘ 274 329) who prov1ded commentary on the utility

of these epochs in examining racial isolatic“ in American public schools. ) ’

-

- o

These authors also contend that racial isolation in American schools is present

in some form throughout America, although its manifestation and justification

. R \ 2
differs. Time frame analysis chart$s will not be constructed for area.and ,

régional comparisons. Rationale is that although differences may be_present;

in the integration process, ‘the degree is not sdgnificant enough to warrant.

separate~ana1ysis. The purpose of time frame analysis is to outline general

-overall trends in American _public schools regarding school functions as they

. 4 —
S v ; L 8 : . '
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relate to the integration process. These functions have outcomes fbr .
L - . . - N . N

‘*  children which can bé categdrized somewhere along the segregatibnxto inte-
7%  gration continuum. - ; . -
. Y s ..

'Theigidutcomes can be present in any‘time-ﬁeribdgregardless of the

ol

P

H

¢

2 . ‘ 0y - C o - R . ’ ) ~!
» tacial . makeup of -the school. Segregative type outcomes can be either ) » . 0
. BT - |

segregation, or neosegregation depending on.the racial mix of the schools. -~ :
In the confines of this paper, segregation outcomes are present 4in schools * o o
- . . ] . . . . k ‘\\,‘

RS R * }

that are racially homogeneous. Neosegregation outcomes are Gsually found in C
B ) - ¢ sh 3

desegregated schools. Hence, neosegregation represents the '"chameleon' .like
. - e o .

z ability of segregation to persist despite the changes in the schools' racial
populationst The following commentary. involyes some examples of studént

%bntcomes that result from' school functions that ‘are either segregati?n or
neosegregation. (1) *Instruction-Unequal imformation acguisitionnand
cognitivesim;rovement for‘blaEk students inacdmparison to white students. 4
(2) Socialization.~ The acquisition of l"socially acceptable or dnacceptable?

behavior by students’ which solidifies a social structure‘that accentuates

¥

white superordination. (3). Control - The emphasis on control of biack

students is exacerbated to the extent that instruction—socialization ‘1 not the
- - i
primary°focus of the school. (4) Certification - A diploma has differential
A d -« 'Y .

value for black and white students with regard to the\profic1ency 1eve1 of h% @

)

- skills that were obtained. (5) Selection - Black and white students do not o

R ~ * - . “

have equal access to school programs. This in turn, effects opportunities

. Ea o

for” higher’ education and employment. Intégration would involve the cessation

,of school functions which result in school outcomes that are segregative and

« .

mitigate against quality education for all students. WEat usually occurs {n de-
% . s s . o T
segregated schools is neosegregation or in some instances minimal.integration.

1

1 N

v
‘ -
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. . . < t

~ * Minimal- integration usually benefits some middle class and extremely . o
. . ) .. . . - : . 5

- . talented lower c}ass black students. ) . ) . " §

¥

\

Chart 1 illustrates that'true social change has not occured in U.S:

i
;
‘public schools. School function's outcomes aré mot thessame in. the various . :

time periods. For example, socialization outgomes proceéd from segregation - |

. A . . Ty - " N * e N \

M o op : ¢ "' ’-. : - h

. . - . . . “ {
to minimal integration and trerds indicate a probable return_to ségregation. R

-
Y

Selection outcomes across time periods go from segregation to neosegregation

- . - . ~ .

to minimal integration to neosegregation and trends also indicate a return

- P} - »om -
—— - P et ..

- to segregation. One point remains salient in an overall examinatién of Chart
\ - M e

~—

1. School function s outcomes. do not reach the stage of maximum integratioﬂ

- R —. = . ~ -

or true social changei\ Indeed there 1s evidence which indicates a.return to.

1 Y T s . H

Eegregation. What has occuréd- thus far-in U.S, public schools is cyclic change
[, \\ —

s or in reality no change. There are aspects of char;ri\ghich could be quest}onedy

]
w ‘ . -
e . \ b

‘ v o M ' T R
such as the phases of the integration procejs which are depicted as outcomes for

— "~ N

T : . . ' : -
. the school functions. However, regardless of varied points of conjecture -

‘s . [ > R
* . - !

M .
. . 4 . . . .. ot

- ) ' Chart '1 about‘here . “ . ‘. -
LT . ~

The information conveyed by Chart 1 is further substantiated by Chart 2 ° T

L4 N

X which gives examples of mechanisms (e.g. tracking,and social promotion); o

- . [y

. .

procedures “(e.g. IQ test and elimination of black school, principals, teachers,, ~

“ U -

and cohches), and}personnef ke:g. security guards and counselors}‘which facilita#e

w :
” N ® !

$ ' - : - N SN
- desegregated schools' functions to have the samé results that were present in .

segregated schools. In’ other words, Chart 2 outlines how the functions of

~ -

- .desegregated schools’ result in the same educational outcopes (neosegregation)

for black students even though schools have been desegregated.. ~Thus, change

)
v " ’

oo _ in the® school functions from the pre to -post Brown decision are clearly
. . . s P
B . : &

delineated by examples vof neosegregation or at best minimal integration. For - ~
’ ~" 'y o o
. , p . LI
example, certification and selection in segrdgated schools usually resulted ’ e
v ' T ' o
T in diplomas of unequal’value with concomitant unequal access to higher education .
. ~ . . . . ! ——y
EMC C - LR ¥ ) . . ZO 3 . P

.
r
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and employment for black students. This situation has not changed to any signi-

ficant degree ‘in desegregated schools{i;éertification still means that students

N A
t

have various levels of academic proficiency @hich,in turn, provides limited

A~ . - .

access to higher;education and emponment.opp?rtunities. 'So another method of de<

.-~
.

pictipg, change.{ﬁ American ,'schbofs iswmaintenance change (See chart 2).

The education system functions maintain the same outcomes for black and hite
'"""ﬁw-‘-" [

v - students, geven though aspects of the system (i.e. school racial population)

(s

have’changed In fact, -some blacks posit that schools for blacks were better

L] -
\ - . —_— -

- during the pre-1954 era, aswopposed to the present situation.

- . -~

*
H
a“

v N * " ~
., e R I . - NG -
- . T - * . — . . .
- . » . ~ T ot A cw ¥ >
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s . . o b ' .

Time'frame analysis has clearly illustrated that true social change

-~ -~

(integration) has not taken place 1n U S public schools with. regard to

- . N » ‘

the outcomes of school functions. Social change in the desegregation process

B . v
[4 v .

ris supposed to reach fruition via realization of the integration hypothesis '

- -

Q*—\\; Brown v. Board of Education was supposed to b . tHe beginning of this process.

Busing is considered a key’ factor to‘facilitate this transformation (Swarn V.

°

arlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education) ‘Obviously, U. S. public schools

’still\,aveva long;~difficult road'ahead'to integr&tion.

e : R > o

The Road to Int ation . =

€
1

'schools alone, as the proverbial "head of the arrow" iﬁ‘the pﬁrsuit.of integration °

may'be tenuous. Schools have usually been stabilizers rather than enhancers

-

of change (Jones 1974). What seems\logical and,more realistic in probability ./

of success if for other aspects of soc ety~to\ioin education in the quest for .

. integration. Bank% (1968 217) statement that\.education is complicated in

promoting'or 1mpeding change because it is encased w thin,society is~param0unt

3

to an understanding why a total societal commitment may invaluable. In 2:1




£

-

‘and continually subyert the process. ' st ’ ;

. .. e
’ .- . . * -~

very simple terms; most compohents of society must want and.actively worle N

P
, ’ 3 *

for integration, otherwise resistance will surface under numerous guises

. . . .
v -~ . . ’
*

. In order to bring about the. type, of integrated school milieu -which was

4

'alfhded to above, ‘the most feasible,alternatives at the, present time are .to

. \ &
concentrate on housing desegregation adapLation of schools to desegregated
student bodies, and bising. A modus.operandi such as this will prevent put-

ting all the integration eggs in one basket - busing. This is crucial given
& .

the societal.backlash against busing' and the conditions present in .most .
o ..' E

. desegregated schools. One area of particular importance is housing given the

pervasive residential segregation in urban .areas and the implications of the L

-

‘Milliken'v. Bradley decision. Another essential point is the possible,affect

LY

on academic achievement. Crain and Weisman (1972. 183) indicate that for

’

>

integration to: haVe maximum impact on black achievement, it must beg1n in
childhood. Therefore, residential inteoration may be a means of realizing *

Al
1

~ schools that coincide w1th the neighborhood school mystique and>are inEe- L

“

grated. In fact . Hermalin and Farley (1973) having e§amined the 1970 census,

- 1 L » -~

conclude that _many blacks’can now afford to live in suburbia. Additionally, as .

+

mentioned.previously, a possible step to facilitate residential desegregation ¥

0

may be present in the recent (April 20, 19T6) Supreme Court d \ision that ‘

S,

" - sanctiqns the construction of low-income housing in suburbs. Therefore, St.

’ ! ’ [}
John‘s (1975" 130) argumerit that revitalizing the fair housing movement may

*

make it possible for housing to- share the burden of desegregation along with

schoo’s is a logical one. Perhaps even mdre important, the open housing approach
N N .. . R . s ¢
seems to be more pragmatic. Income redistribution recommendations such as a

-

negative income tax or anti-employment discrimination laws sound promising in

theory, bub- may be difficult to put into practice. Fair housing laws coupled.

. [

’

. With anti-employment’ discrimination legislation,'and also affirmative actio on in

v .. - —— —tempws W s e
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all aspects).. Orfield (l975: 317) outlines several areas of educational

we 4 1

concern that should be addressed in schoo] desegregation plans.
4

. l. ‘Teachers must be willing, to change their _teaching method$. ‘ o

29

\\\\\Even Jqore crucial is alterations in expectations about

student performance. ' ,“

2, Principals play a pivotal role in the desegregation process’

v via their leadership role in“the community and the school.u

P _Teachers must be sufficiently trained/(not just exposed) to

ey o R e 3

new curriculum materials. An important point is: that the

v N !
N .

. o fact of skin color does not instantly certify a teacher ‘to

~ teach minorityroriented materials}
A - : ~ - ) o

'$'. : 4, Whenever possible, children should be desegregated at the

i ‘ . .-'lowest.age,possible. There seems to be a positive relation—

. . -~ *

ship between the age, at which students are desegregated and
[ s ’ - . . )

.t the,level of problems that occur after desegregation.,

!

. e T e e e ean 4 R ot v ) o ' 'A
_— C- s, All 1ndividuals involved in the desegregation process must o ‘i

- . a

keep in mind that they are ehgaged in a process that usually

&

taKes a variable- period of time to show progress ot true

A ' “

social change. -

3

¢ . L
N

6, In areas where non—English speaking students are present,

-4

provisions must be made for, . bilingual programs. Whenever poss1ble,
) the bilingual program _Should- be an integral part of the . ' L °
curriculum. R ’ \ ) o

>

The educational concerns cited above represent bv no means“all the’

\
issues that must be addressed to structure or maintain an integrated school.,

Equal ‘status contact (Cohen, l975), personality outcomes’ (Epps, 1975),
- ﬁsuspensions and expulsions (Yudof, 1975), and all the areas of concern gited -

earlier from a paper by Smith and Grigg (1974) must also be reconciled to

@
R . - .
» . 3

| ERIC | . a3 | ‘




v+

provide for an integrated school environment.
» N AN .

-

-22 -

-

However, strategies suggested-

- in this paper may eliminate or at least minimize some of the aforementiqned

conc er.ns .

" ' ]

»

-

>
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7
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N
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b

N

Efforts must be made in many areas or Busing ind/or any o¢her'innovation
will Be-subverted, as:has been the case, for the most part, in prior dese-

_greg tion efforts._ Hopefully, societal reformers and educators will'realize
NG S

the flaws present h educatidonal reform strategy ‘and mobilize efforts in,

-~

S
' being of students.
?
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housing and other spheres of society, along with busing.

-

To do otherwise

o

2~

. may be a waste of time, money, efforts, and, the’ physical/psychological weli-

N *
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" the responsibility of the author, ' - -

PR ' Y

. m— ——— Footnotes -

De facto justification for school segregation in, Lhe north is the

.

e

. object'of considerable_investigation. Evidence has illustrated

clearly'fhat state and locai school officials, discriminatory

housing patterns, and employment policies héve éctually fostered . .

-‘0, *
.

. de jure segregation in the non-south.~ In short, there ‘is nQ $uch

. - ;

thing "as.de facto justificatiqn for school segregation. The base
line rationale for school segregation throughout the. country is

de’ jure in the final analysis.

r

This information was 6btained~in-part ﬁrom'conversations with Professors

L ' .

Margaret Howie and Joseph Vandiver, of South Cafolina State and University

vof Florida, respectiuely.. The interpretation presented s totally ..

A more comprphensive‘look;at‘this phenomenon'is fully explored:in the
Southein'Regional Report?‘"Blacks Target of Pushout.™ *.

. .. BN - .,, - . » ‘-“ " R '
In depth'information regarding the displacement’d@ black 'school

personnel in’ respective states can be . found in the Southern Regional

Report, ""It's Not Over in the South" and in articles such as ''The Status
of Plorida's Black School Principals," by Everett E. Abney and "Black
2 N . L - « .,

Educators in Louisiana-—A Question of Survival" by Marvin J. Berlowitz. .

- .
2

*Both articles are in The Journal of Negro Eddcation, Vol. 43, Winter, 1974.

-
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Table I - Indexes of Rac:.al eegrevatz.on of Students in tl'e Pubhc A o
Elementary- Schoois of the Largest C1t1es of the horth ar.d ;South, 1967
.-, 1970 and '1972. _ , _ . : e RS

! i . o * L o ‘o . . v
-8 .

. e e R .. .o
. o . . o ’ . IR ,...'. AR S .' -
Southern ‘Districts " "Northern Districts\.

;T .t .. 1967 1970 1972 Change ’ _, 1967 1970 1972\@3:.:
“ Houston 92 86 80 ° -12 .NewYork . 52 ~S53° . s4 W

- . . . b 4 R . . e - —

baltimore - 87 87 89 42 Ocsgor . 92 92 95 4

" Dellas . 92 93 . 89 - =3 -LosAngeles-  89:. 88 87 -1 |
& o T : - C R
Mashimgton ' 77 80 81  +4 Philadelphia 76, 79

I

81 45
kdhméonio © & 81 78 -10 Detroit <~ 79°.80. "78  -1-
Nzuptus, .. 95 90 86 ' -9 Cleveland 90" SI 92 42

' e
st Louis 91 88 92 +1 ' Indisnapolis 85 ‘84, &L 4.
.+ - New.Orleans 87 < 82 80 -7  Milvaukée |, 88, 87 84 .. -4 _

{Jacksonville' - 92 79 22 _-70 -San'Frincisco 67, 63 20  -47

. Xansas City, Mo. 79 85 86 47  San Diego 8 72 70 -8
- Mtlamta . 85 8 81 .-l4 ‘Bosten LZEE TR TR
..."‘:0. .‘- . oo ". . B ) .. . . .

~- :» . Kashville - 8 8 37 -4 VCohnnbus /— 81 80 °'76 -5
FortWorth 95 81 73 .20 Seatt1e 6 . 62 62 -3
Oklshona Cny 97 88 25" -712 pittsburgh. . 72 85 74 42

Muu 76 86 87 41 . Dewei - #2765 .58 -2

CoL -:'_""«' RO l.ezional Averages o TR T
. . ...';.-v '.'. “. . m 58) ) -' m ss) .

_ Source: E\S National Center for Educational Statistics, Directory,: Public
o lementary and Secondagy Schools in Laree Districts: Fall, 1567:
U.S. Office for Civil Rignts, Depariment ur Heaith, Ecucaticn and

- Welfare, Directory of Public Elementary and Secondarv Schcols in
Selected Districis: rall, 1970; Cireztory of rutlic Elementary
N . and.-Seccndary Schools in Selected Districts: Fall, 1972.
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", | %abla 2 — Blacks as A Proportion of Total Population, 1950-1970 R

- e . . . B

) BN ‘Total’ . Central City or Suburban )
. Orbanized Area Cities s Ring
Orbanized. 1970 1960 -1950 1970 1960 1950 1970 1960 1950 -
Sev York 14.9% 10.9% 8.1%  22.6% 14.9% 9.7%  S.9% 4.S% 3.9%
508 Angeles 9.2° 7.1 S.4 16.5 "12.2 1.9 4.8 3.2 2.3 . .
Chicago - 19.6 16.1 11.6 32.8 23.0 13.9 3.4 3,0 2.9 - ’ :
Philadelphia 19.8 1793 14.8 33.6 26.4 1s.1 6.¥ 6.1 6.7, . <
Datroit 19.0° 15.6 12.8 * 43.6 28.9 16.2 .3.7 3.8 5.8
San Francisco 11.2 9.5 7.0 20.5 14.3 7.9 6.0 S.5 5.9 .
tﬂn ‘01 “ 302 . 2.3 ’ 16.3 "01 5.0 1.1 0'.' o.. o -
_ Waghington - 27.0 24.9 23.9 ,- 71.1 53,9 35.0 7.6 3.7 -S4 -,
. . Qe d .17.0 1 14.5 -10.9 38.3 28.6. 16.2;, 3.7 0.9 0.5
C . 8t. 15 ~ I 19.4 17:0 14.6 - - 40.9 28.6 17.9 8.9 7.¢ 9.5 A\ ‘
o + DPittaburg 8.5 8.0 7.7 -20.2° 16.7. 12.2 3.9 3.6 4.0
) " Mianeapolis 1.9 1.5: 1.3 4.0 . 2.5 1.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 .
- Bouston 20.4 " 20.7 -19.4 23.7 22.9 20.9 5.8 10.5 10.7
) * Baltisora 28.0 24.1 20.6 46.4 34.6 23.4 3.2 3.5 8.1
<. Dallas ab.5 14.3 14.2 24.9 29,0 13.1 2.2 2.6 1.8.7
- . - Mllvaukee. -+ - g5 5.8 2.6 14.7 8.4 3.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 ,
Seattle 3:4 3.2 2.6 7.1 4.8 3.4 0.5 0.2 0.4 U@
Riani 14.7 - 13.4 12.1 22.7 22.4 16.2 11.7 8.7 7.4 !
. -7 " San Diego .. 5.0 4.3 3.7 7.9 6.0 4.5 1.4 0.7 .1.3-
. : Atlarita 23.1 271 28.1 51.3 38.3 136.¢ 5.8 7.6 12.1
- Cincirnati - 13.5 -12.9°. 11,5 27.6 - 21.6¢ 15.% 3.8 3.9 4.
. Kansas City 13.5 12.4 12.1 22.3° 17.5 12.2 6.1 7.0 1.9
. Buffalo .8 7.7 4.5 204 13.3 -6.37 2.0 2.0, 1.0 . /
. m“‘_’; to R ‘.7 3.’ 3.1 ’01 ‘01 3.‘ . 0.‘ 003 001 " ‘
’ m”:os‘ 101 0.7 0.5 205 1.0 ) o.s : ¢ 102’ o.s 003
. Sew Orleans 32.0 31,2 29.4  45.0° 37.2 31.9° 10.9 14.0 13.9 .
s'v Bortland - 2.8 2.5 2.1 8.3 4.4 2.6 0.3 0.3 0.8 .
_ -~ 7 . gmsdianapolls - 16.4 15.4 12,7 18.0 20.6 15.0 0.2 0.4 0.2
L Providencs - 2.6 2.0 1.7 8.9 5.4 3.3 0.7 9.5 * 0.5
‘ T getal® 16.6 .212.1 5.9 259 1901 127 - 4.6 3.7 =N
N L .lclqhtodby the size of the urbanized area. . . - T e Lo . )
.. . ‘Sources:- U. $. Bur«au of the Census,'Census of Pooulation: 1970, PC(1)-B,, ©
) - Table 23; Census of Pooulation: 1560, BC +B, Table 21;
- . ‘. Qensus of Population: 1950, Vol. II, Table
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2 ".i.As.quo;gd by Albert I. Hermalin and Reynolds . :
' Farley, "The Potential for Residential Integration )
-in Cities and Suburbs: Implications for the - - RN
z . Busing Controversy.' American Sociological Review .,
- : 38 (October): 599.~ : -
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!tbh 3 - Blacks of Nonvhites as A Prcportion of Total Public ’zlua;tuy“ o e
o ) Ochool Enrollment; 1970 sad 19602 , - PER
\ . Lo s L. i 2 .-
W s V. ': PR -t - L _9' . L
e T T oear " Central = Suburban
" ‘Urbangzed! - Orbanized Area ity - e RMing
i o Area | 1970 - 1960 1979 1960¢ 1970 1860 .
7 Mew york- | . 22 16.5 40.0%  26.1¢- 5.5 6.14 .
) m .1."» . . 12.2 10.3 23.‘ 1’.1 . ‘p. - 3.2
thicago \ 30.0 27.% S4.8  42.6 4.8 4.6
mxldelphlal . 1.8 29.6¢ 61.1 $0.1 10.8% 10.0
Detroit : 23.4¢ 22,2 7 64.3 : 4S.8 T 4.5 S.6 .
San ’zlncllco - > 16.2 19.9 © 40.0 3.3 ’ 7.9 . 9.6 - .
- Boston \ 6.8 S.1 31.9 18.6¢ _ 1. 1.2 '
Washington | 34.2 32.8 93.3 79.9.° 10.4 S.9 N
~_Cleveland \‘ 25.7, 23.0 LY I , 47.5 S.4 1.8
.c. uu. \ [ 2’.’ 2..5(1 ‘5.2 So.‘ 13.”~ . 1‘3.1
- Metsburgh } 13.7 13.7 41.9 36.2 S.7 6.1
Minneapoiis | | 2.4 " 2.6 _7.6. 5.3 0.2 0.4
o Bouston \ 24.8 23.3 - 32.1 26.8% 7.1 11.58
\’\ . mulot‘ \\\ 6 ‘Q.‘ 3‘.1 “o. 52.5 . ‘.3 s.‘
.oy Dallas | (O 20.9 16.1 : 34.3 21.6 2.3 2.9
', Milwaikee _ . \ o 14.3 - 1.0 27.7 18.0 0.2 0.4
' .Q.ttl' ‘\' . .” ‘o‘ v 13.0 . 11.5 0.5 0..
o Miami . . 249 18 . 351 342 20.8 12.¢ .
' .‘Iﬂ 91090 l ° 7.1 7.1 11.7 10.‘ . 1.‘ . 1..
Atlanta i { 29.7 1.1 6S.2 .. 45.8 7.6 9.8 -
e‘m.tl ’ . s - 20.’ 20.. ‘5.. . 3‘.2 . 5.5' ‘o‘
-~ m.. Ci ’ A . 1.0’ . 15.5 - 32.‘ ..2,.‘.2 - " . 7.7 -’ .o"
. uffalo . 16.0 13.9 9.8 - - 21.7 ) 3.2 3.7
* :, .u"\.t - - ‘01 s.l 15.2 - . gol v 0.3' 0.7
L - L ‘lll JP"Q N VT 2.2 2.8 R 3.2 3.0 1.4 2.7 . _ .
- . Bevw Orleans Y T 48.0 “ C $%.7 18.8 . 24.¢ ot L. *
. - .. Portland L3y 4 \ 8.7 0.3 0.8 .
. wlnlpclll u.’ 1’.3 - : 23 ‘ 27 0 » € 0.1 00‘ " ' )
dence . 40 " 4.0 19.2 }.12.7 T 3.0 . Qs R
ST serat? 1303 ke Y qa R IR X M X S
R %pata for 1960 refer t§o nonvhites; for 1!70, to bhckl. oo s e
Lo ghted by the size of the. urbanized zrea. _ T oo '
‘ ' o ~Sources: .U. 8. |Bureau|of the Census, Census of Pcnulation- 1980 ycm-c
LS A ., T‘bl.\l 73 and 77; Census of Pcmu ation: v pcu) ’
T Tables 83 and 31, ..
= "7 oimo= “.-1-As quoted by Albert I. Hermalin and Reynolds” <= ° .
o et Farley "The Potential, for-Residential Integration. ..« -° . |
. L L 11n Cities and Suburbs'; Implicat:ions for the . ... .. .. o
- -t Busing Cont:roversy. " -American Sociplogical Réview- | | . oo
L 38 (0c ober) 600. T .
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